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Cong. Don Edwards 
House of Hoprosentatives 
Washington, D.C. 20^15 

Dear Don, 

lieur 1 / 14 , for the thoughf ulnesa of which thanks, please do not take your time 
or that of your staff in me *0 aciavvj lodgements. It isn't necessary and we *11 not 
interpret silence as impoliteness. Hy wife and l^work for the Congress, both sides, 
beginning’ S “ 50 years ago, and we know only too j/ell tliat conscientious i^'lembers and 
their staffs^ have much too much to do and that the ^X5mbers daily have to decide 
what they can't afford to spend time on. Private citizens who care, however, ought 
assume the obligation to inform without making tho time judgements, and I assure you 
that i do not even in my thinking make them for you. You alone can make those decisions 
with respect to both national and district matters. Because of my awareness of this 
it may be that I*ve not sent you what I should have. You have only so much time for 
reading, too, and this applies also to your staff. 

This is why until now I*ve not sent you what I enclose. There is a new develop- 
ment that, as i understand it, representd a new effort toward authoritarianism and 
the remaking of our society, including the system of justice, of which ‘‘^agan and 
his associates boasted only yesterday. Tliey proclaimed its permanence. In saying 
this I am aware tliat I am not a lawyer and that lawyers may not make tho same 
interpretation. However, my extensive experiences with the FBI and DJ, in and out of 
court, convinces me tliat th^ intend what I see, eliminating the requirement of 
personal knowledge as/ a piwequisite of acceptable testimony. I see this as the 
most basic lilteration of our system of justice and all that flows from it. 

Intermittently, as I saw clearly what was coming, sent you what relates to 
what I think has coiae to pass, usurpation of the rights and powers of the legislative 
branch by the Heaganite judiciary, led by DJ /md the FBI and successful because of 
uninhibited mendacity. Before a rubberstamp district coiort judge they kept extending 
efforts and then extended them ever further before the appeals panel. 

I am not suggesting, of course, any inquiry into the judiciary. But I am sug- 
gesting that in several areas looldng at the FBI could be worthwhile, if not, as I 
really believe, important. One area relates to your Hosty hearings. I do not claim 

a clear recollection now of what he and 0 tilers then testified to but I believe the 

attachments to the second enclosure disclose six;cifics withheld from you. One is 
the absolute certainty that FBIHQ not only Imew about his destruction of Oswald's 
threatening letter but "handled" it by the very day Oswald was killed and thus would 

not be tried. Another, which may be in but I do not remember from the IG's "in- 

vestigation , " which I read with some care, is that Oswald was his informant or source. 
(What tlie IG disclosed records leave without question is the intent to obfuscate and 
avoid to the degree possible, to make it difficult if not impossible to charge iinyone 
with anything, while FBIHQ was stonewalling you and everyone else until that job was 
done, so that the Congress would not be able to do much of anything else.) 

It is my belief that these attachments alone, and obviously there are underlying 
records not disclosed, could lead to a sensational investigation not of the JIK 
assassination but of a deliberate coverup or whitewash, to use a fev/ of my titles. 

Tlicre could also be sensational and exceptioiuilly useful hearings, if the 
possibility of any exists, of calling as witiiaases FBISAs who have career of 
deceiving tho courts, as best a nonla\/yer can have an opinion, including overt 
perjuiy. ^I^s includes the Iling case of remanded by the appeals court and 

still there with an en banc’ "petition not acted upon after some time. 

So you can understand the extent of the existing record, which requires onl^'* 
reading and ui;der standing, not any investigatory time at all, wtoi it became obvious 
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iS^i ^dLod tho genu^records ,md the phonioo he had sworn were genuine. 

Something of this na.tui#could have the useful purpose of 
which is under even more serious executive agency assult right now and ^ve 
^SflaigS nullified in the appeals decision I*ve asked the entire court to 
reconsider, (is of today I've heard nothing.; 

I even tried to provoke response. The affiant in tlac ^'K case, wto also ^und 
up in the sane role in tho King case although he know « 

bLtantly untruthful I stwirted referring to him as ,, 

SSen tiSt elicited no reaction, as -Swear-To-Aything, Gag^-At-Nothing Phillips. 

The PM also used him in the Shaw case, which I cite, and the 
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he had nTknowledge of the investigation and questioning his competence. 

His lies are pretty blatant and after the record cloMd some of tte ^re 
significant ones were proven to be lies by the location ol the J _ 

the PEL never had. Tills has additional potential for which I do not now tak 

“rtis .™. 5” ^ »b.t I thiib. i» .hr. whbb that 

L-''l'U let you know. This refers to the recordings ot the broadcMts of ^^e 
Dallas police^ which the PBI made itself and then transcribed lor the Commssion, 
which iSlished the PM *3 transcripts. Now the ap.-eals 

refers to as the original dictabelt of those broadcasts and I m f 

is n” the original. Rather an original, there were many but the api^eals office 

refers to but a sini^le one. 

Until DJ/PBI and Judge Smith combined to create a conflict of 
was Jim Kesar, 276-0404. He is about to move his office to downtown M. ^ y 
of the ACLU represented me for the apijeals briefing OJily an ye no cases 

him since he filed the reply brief. Lesar has copies of everything in both cases. 
Including all the atti^stationa of both .sides. 

I hope that as a la^jyer you are not offended by my 
"lie " I was aware that the court would not like it. among other things, and parti 

tbe ot . -'rooiaon. ao the JO« 

of erSea. I decided not to mince words and to use one that in and of itself would 
get soioe attention. 



♦Did you attest to this, Mr. Blank? 

•' Is it true, Mr. Blank? 

'is it not the fact, ‘‘r. Blank, that... 
This simple. 
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Harold WelsbwR 
7627 Old Recdrar Rd. 
Fraderick. MD 21701 













